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DETAILED ACTION 

Statutofy Double Patenting 

A rejection based on double patenting of the "same invention" type finds its support in 
the language of 35 U.S.C. 101 which states that "whoever invents or discovers any new and 
useful process ... may obtain a patent therefor ..." (Emphasis added). Thus, the term "same 
invention," in this context, means an invention drawn to identical subject matter. See Miller v. 
Eagle Mfg. Co,, 151 U.S. 186 (1894); In re Ockert, 245 F.2d 467, 1 14 USPQ 330 (CCPA 1957); 
and In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970). 

A statutory type (35 U.S.C. 101) double patenting rejection can be overcome by 
canceling or amending the conflicting claims so they are no longer coextensive in scope. The 
filing of a terminal disclaimer cannot overcome a double patenting rejection based upon 35 
U.S.C. 101. 

Claims 12 and 13 are provisionally rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 as claiming the same 
invention as that of claims 7 and 8 of copending Application No. 10/435,626. This is a 
provisional double patenting rejection since the conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. 

Claims 12 and 13 directed to the same invention as that of claims 7 and 8 of commonly 
assigned copending Application No. 10/435,626. The issue of priority under 35 U.S.C. 102(g) 
and possibly 35 U.S.C. 102(f) of this single invention must be resolved. 

Since the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office normally will not institute an interference 
between applications or a patent and an application of common ownership (see MPEP Chapter 
2300), the assignee is required to state which entity is the prior inventor of the conflicting subject 
matter. A terminal disclaimer has no effect in this situation since the basis for refusing more 
than one patent is priority of invention under 35 U.S.C. 102(f) or (g) and not an extension of 
monopoly. 

Failure to comply with this requirement will result in a holding of abandonment of this 
appUcation. 
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Non-Statutory Double Patenting 

The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting rejection 
is appropriate where the conflicting claims are not identical, but at least one examined 
application claim is not patentably distinct from the reference claim(s) because the examined 
application claim is either anticipated by, or would have been obvious over, the reference 
claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed, Cir. 1998); In re 
Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re 
Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 
USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) or 1.321(d) may 
be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting 
ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to be commonly owned 
with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of activities undertaken within the 
scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1 , 1 994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 CFR 
3.73(b). 

Claims 6-1 1 are provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-6 of copending Application No. 
10/435,626 in view of Hosaka et al.. United States Patent number 4,956,807, published 

i 

September 1 1, 1990, in view of Davis, United States Patent number 5,345,583, published 
September 6, 1994, in further view of Baylocq, United States Patent number 5,822,515, 
published October 13, 1998. 

The copending application discloses, in copending claims 1-6 all the limitations of claims 
6-11, except for those involving the hardened core circuit, timer signal resets, and timer initiated 
interrupts and resets. 

Hosaka discloses a microprocessor (Hosaka, col. 2, hne 41); an array of memory, volatile 
or non-volatile, connected to said microprocessor (Hosaka, col. 2, lines 41-43); a core circuit 
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connected to said microprocessor (Hosaka, col. 2, lines 40-45, where the watchdog timer is the 
core circuit), in a manner allowing for connection to the data bus and address bus signals 
(Hosaka, col. 2, lines 41-43, where the bus is well known to include address and data bus 
information, col. 2, lines 29-30), and interrupt control, reset control, interrupt output, and power 
cycle output signal (Hosaka, col. 4, lines 54-61). Hosaka further discloses a microprocessor 
software routine configured to send a predetermined timer signal from the microprocessor to the 
said hardened core circuit on a predetermined time period (Hosaka, col 2, lines 55-58); and the 
core circuit configured to read predetermined timer signal from said microprocessor on 
predetermined time period and activate said microprocessor's interrupt and reset control input 
signals if timer signal is not received within predetermined time period to provide for removal of 
said microprocessor from fimctionally interrupted state (Hosaka, col. 3, lines 14-30 and col. 2, 
lines 55-58, where the functionally interrupted state is the abnormal status). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
include the watchdog timer of Hosaka in the invention of Czajkowski. 

This would have been obvious because Czajkowski discloses a desire to have an 
embodiment featuring a watchdog circuit without providing full details of its operation 
(Czajkowski, 1119). Hosaka provides these operational details to fill the obvious need of 
Czajkowski (Hosaka, col. 1, lines 51-55). Czajkowski and Hosaka fail to disclose the core circuit 
being hardened. Hosaka and Czajkowski further fail to disclose a microprocessor software 
routine configured to restart the application software. 

Davis discloses a microprocessor software routine located at said microprocessor's 
interrupt or reset vector addresses, configured to restart the microprocessor's application software 


Application/Control Number; 10/656,720 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2114 

t 

(Davis, col. 4, lines 14-25). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to include 
the extra reset controls in the watchdog timer environment of Czajkowski and Hosaka. 

This would have been obvious because Hosaka discloses a desire to maintain a system 
executing in a normal state (Hosaka, col. 3, lines 25-27). Davis also discloses a desire to 
maintain execution in the normal state through the use of timers (Davis, col. 4, lines 40-45). 
Davis provides the additional improvement of providing a system that maintains critical data 
across reset boundaries to improve upon the time required to restore operation (Davis, col. 3, 
lines 5-18). This improved restoration time would obviously have furthered Hosaka's desire to 
reduce the amount of time the system spent in abnormal functional states. The combination of 
Czajkowski, Hosaka and Davis still fails to disclose that the core circuit is hardened. ^ 

Baylocq discloses hardening a watchdog circuit and CPU (Baylocq, col. 3, lines 40-42). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use the 
hardening of Baylocq on the watchdog circuit of Czajkowski, Hosaka and Davis. 

This would have been obvious because Hosaka discloses a desire to allow the watchdog 
circuit to fimction in an environment that is susceptible to strong charges and noise (Hosaka, col. 
5, Unes 1-5), and Baylocq discloses that the hardening will allow the functioning of a system in 
environments of strong charges (Baylocq, col, 2, lines 10-15). It would have been obvious at the 
time to shield the invention of Czajkowski, Hosaka and Davis using the hardening of Baylocq to 
further these goals. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 6-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. Claim 6 recites the hmitation "the VLIW microprocessor" in line 7. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. For purposes of examination it will 
be assumed that the microprocessor of claims 6-10 is a VLIW microprocessor. 

Claim Objections 

Claims 6, 1 1, and 8 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

In claim 6, line 7, it states "identical and spatially separated". Based upon the context 
and the structure of other claims the examiner interprets it as being equivalent to "identical and 
being inserted into spatially separated", for purposes of examination. 

In claim 1 1, hne 3, it states "a very long instruction word microprocessor", in order to 
clarify the language that is later used the examiner recommends changing the language to "a very 
long instruction word (VLIW) microprocessor". 

In claim 1 1, line 10, to avoid a rejection based upon indefinite claim language, "with a 
VLIW" should be changed to "with the VLIW". 

In claim 1 1, hne 12, "a third inserted" should be changed to "a third instruction inserted", 
it will be interpreted as such for purposes of examination. 

In claim 1 1, line 13, "computational units" should be changed to "computational unit". 
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In claim 13, line 7, "time interval is the first" should be changed to "time interval if the 
first", and will be interpreted as such for the purposes of examination. 
Appropriate correction of each objection is required. 

Applicant is advised that should claim 6 be found allowable, claim 10 will be objected to 
under 37 CFR 1.75 as being a substantial dupUcate thereof When two claims in an application 
are duplicates or else are so close in content that they both cover the same thing, despite a slight 
difference in wording, it is proper after allowing one claim to object to the other as being a 
substantial duplicate of the allowed claim. See MPEP § 706.03(k). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. . 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Jitsukawa et al.. 
United States Patent number 4,670,880, published June 2, 1987. 

As per claim 12, Jitsukawa discloses a method of processing data in a fault tolerant 
computer system, comprising: generating a first instruction at a first time interval; generating a 
second instruction identical to the first instruction at a second time interval; generating a third 
instruction identical to the first and second instructions at a third time interval (Jitsukawa, col. 2, 
line 57, through col. 3, line 15, where the three instructions are identical when generated, and 
before being transformed, and return to this original state for comparison, col. 3, lines 23-39); 
comparing the first, second and third instructions (Jitsukawa, col. 3, lines 40-45); matching 
anyone of the first, second, or third instructions to each other (Jitsukawa, col. 3, lines 40-45); and 
performing an action based on the match instruction (Jitsukawa, col. 2, lines 45-56). 

Claims 12 and 13 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Czajkowski, 
United States Patent Application Publication number 2004/0153747, filed May 6, 2003. 
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The applied reference has a common inventor with the instant application. Based upon 
the earlier effective U.S, filing date of the reference, it constitutes prior art under 35 U.S.C. 
102(e). This rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) might be overcome either by a showing under 37 
CFR 1,132 that any invention disclosed but not claimed in the reference was derived from the 
inventor of this application and is thus not the invention "by another," or by an appropriate 
showing under 37 CFR 1.131. 

As per claim 12, Czajkowski discloses a method of processing data in a fault tolerant 
computer system, comprising: generating a first instruction at a first time interval; generating a 
second instruction identical to the first instruction at a second time interval; generating a third 
instruction identical to the first and second instructions at a third time interval; comparing the 
first, second and third instructions; matching anyone of the first, second, or third instructions to 
each other; and performing an action based on the match instruction (Czajkowski, 1|7). 

As per claim 13, Czajkowski discloses a method of processing data in a fault tolerant 
computer system, comprising: generating a first instruction at a first time interval; generating a 
second instruction identical to the first instruction at a second time interval; comparing the first 
and second instructions to each other; performing an action based on the matched first and 
second instructions; generating a third instruction identical to the first and second instructions at 
a third time interval is the first and second instructions do not match; matching the first, second, 
and third instructions to each other; and performing an action based on a match between anyone 
of the first, second, and third instructions (Czajkowski, ^S). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 103 
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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hosaka et al., 
United States Patent number 4,956,807, published September 1 1, 1990, in view of Davis, United 
States Patent number 5,345,583, published September 6, 1994, in further view of Baylocq, 
United States Patent number 5,822,515, pubUshed October 13, 1998. 

As per claim 1, Hosaka discloses a computer system with improved tolerance to 
microprocessor functional interrupts induced by environmental sources, comprising: a 
microprocessor (Hosaka, col. 2, line 41); an array of memory, volatile or non-volatile, connected 
to said microprocessor (Hosaka, col. 2, lines 41-43); a core circuit connected to said 
microprocessor (Hosaka, col. 2, lines 40-45, where the watchdog timer is the core circuit), in a 
manner allowing for connection to the data bus and address bus signals (Hosaka, col. 2, lines 41- 
43, where the bus is well known to include address and data bus information, col. 2, lines 29-30), 
and interrupt control, reset control, interrupt output, and power cycle output signal (Hosaka, coL 
4, lines 54-61). Hosaka further discloses a microprocessor software routine configured to send a 
predetermined timer signal from the microprocessor to the said hardened core circuit on a 
predetermined time period (Hosaka, col. 2, Unes 55-58); and the core circuit configured to read 
predetermined timer signal from said microprocessor on predetermined time period and activate 
said microprocessor's interrupt and reset control input signals if timer signal is not received 
within predetermined time period to provide for removal of said microprocessor from 
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functionally interrupted state (Hosaka, col. 3, lines 14-30 and col. 2, lines 55-58, where the 
functionally interrupted state is the abnormal status). Hosaka fails to disclose the core circuit 
being hardened. Hosaka further fails to disclose a microprocessor software routine configured to 
restart the application software. 

Davis discloses a microprocessor software routine located at said microprocessor's 
interrupt or reset vector addresses, configured to restart the microprocessor's application software 
(Davis, col. 4, lines 14-25). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to include 
the extra reset controls in the watchdog timer environment of Hosaka. 

This would have been obvious because Hosaka discloses a desire to maintain a system 
executing in a normal state (Hosaka, col. 3, lines 25-27). Davis also discloses a desire to 
maintain execution in the normal state through the use of timers (Davis, col. 4, Unes 40-45). 
Davis provides the additional improvement of providing a system that maintains critical data 
across reset boundaries to improve upon the time required to restore operation (Davis, col. 3, 
lines 5-18). This improved restoration time would obviously have furthered Hosaka' s desire to 
reduce the amount of time the system spent in abnormal functional states. The combination of 
Hosaka and Davis still fails to disclose that the core circuit is hardened. 

Baylocq discloses hardening a watchdog circuit and CPU (Baylocq, col. 3, Unes 40-42). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use the 
hardening of Baylocq on the watchdog circuit of Hosaka and Davis. 

This would have been obvious because Hosaka discloses a desire to allow the watchdog 
circuit to function in an environment that is susceptible to strong charges and noise (Hosaka, col. 
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5, lines 1 -5), and Baylocq discloses that the hardening will allow the functioning of a system in 
environments of strong charges (Baylocq, col. 2, lines 10-15). It would have been obvious at the 
time to shield the invention of Hosaka and Davis using the hardening of Baylocq to further these 
goals. 

As per claim 2, Hosaka, Davis, and Baylocq further disclose a system of claim 1 further 
comprising a microprocessor software routine configured to send maintenance data to . 
microprocessor memory prior to fijnctional interrupt and configured to read said maintenance 
data from microprocessor memory after microprocessor's removal from functionally interrupted 
state and use maintenance data to restart microprocessor's application software routines (Davis, 
col. 4, lines 4-13). 

As per claim 3, Hosaka, Davis, and Baylocq further disclose the system of claim 2 further 
comprising a microprocessor software routine configured to read said hardened core status 
signal(s), and to determine if interrupt or reset activation was result of hardened core activation 
and then restart application software routines, or normal interrupt or reset and then continue with 
normal application software operation (Davis, col. 4, lines 14-25, where the activation signal 
causes interruption and reset). 

As per claim 4, Hosaka, Davis, and Baylocq further disclose the system of claim 3 further 
comprising a microprocessor software routine configured to halt all currently operating 
application software threads (Davis, col. 4, lines 14-25, where all operation is ceased). 

As per claim 5, Hosaka, Davis, and Baylocq further disclose the system of claim 4 further 
comprising a microprocessor software routine configured to read hardened core status signal(s), 
and to determine if multiple functional interrupts occurred within predetermined time period and 
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then to restart all microprocessor software and hardware if multiple functional interrupts 
occurred within predetermined time period (Davis, col. 4, lines 34-45, where multiple time signal 
interrupts cause the full reset), or, if single functional interrupt occurred in predetermined time 
period to then to read maintenance data stored in said memory and provide a controlled restart of 
selected appUcation software (Davis, col. 4, lines 14-25, where one timer notification is received 
to initiate the reading of critical maintenance data). 

Claims 6-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Czajkowski, 
United States Patent Application Publication number 2004/0153747, filed May 6, 2003, in view 
of Hosaka et al, United States Patent number 4,956,807, published September 1 1, 1990, in view 
of Davis, United States Patent number 5,345,583, published September 6, 1994, in further view 
of Baylocq, United States Patent number 5,822,515, published October 13, 1998. 

As per claim 6, Czajkowski discloses a computer system with improved fault tolerance 
from microprocessor data errors and functional interrupts, comprising: a microprocessor; a fault 
tolerant software routine configured to send a first instruction and at least a second instruction to 
the microprocessor, the first and at least the second instructions being identical and spatially 
separated functional computational units of the VLIW microprocessor in at different clock 
cycles; a first and at least a second memory device in communication with the microprocessor, 
the first memory device configured to store the first instruction, the second memory device 
configured to store at least the second instruction; a software instruction to compare the first 
instruction to at least the second instruction; a comparator to compare the first instruction to the 
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second instmction (Czajkowski, ^5), Czajkowski fails to disclose a hardened core circuit, timer 
controls, and associated reset operations. 

Hosaka discloses a microprocessor (Hosaka, col. 2, line 41); an array of memory, volatile 
or non-volatile, connected to said microprocessor (Hosaka, col. 2, lines 41-43); a core circuit 
connected to said microprocessor (Hosaka, col. 2, lines 40-45, where the watchdog timer is the 
core circuit), in a manner allowing for connection to the data bus and address bus signals 
(Hosaka, col 2, Unes 41-43, where the bus is well known to include address and data bus 
information, col. 2, lines 29-30), and interrupt control, reset control, interrupt output, and power 
cycle output signal (Hosaka, col. 4, lines 54-61). Hosaka further discloses a microprocessor 
software routine configured to send a predetermined timer signal from the microprocessor to the 
said hardened core circuit on a predetermined time period (Hosaka, col. 2, lines 55-58); and the 
core circuit configured to read predetermined timer signal from said microprocessor on 
predetermined time period and activate said microprocessor's interrupt and reset control input 
signals if timer signal is not received within predetermined time period to provide for removal of 
said microprocessor from functionally interrupted state (Hosaka, col. 3, lines 14-30 and col. 2, 
lines 55-58, where the functionally interrupted state is the abnormal status). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
include the watchdog timer of Hosaka in the invention of Czajkowski. 

This would have been obvious because Czajkowski discloses a desire to have an 
embodiment featuring a watchdog circuit without providing full details of its operation 
(Czajkowski, ^19). Hosaka provides these operational details to fill the obvious need of 
Czajkowski (Hosaka, col. 1, lines 51-55). Czajkowski and Hosaka fail to disclose the core circuit 
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being hardened. Hosaka and Czajkowski further fail to disclose a microprocessor software 
routine configured to restart the apphcation software. 

Davis discloses a microprocessor software routine located at said microprocessor's 
' interrupt or reset vector addresses, configured to restart the microprocessor's application software 
(Davis, col. 4, lines 14-25). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to include 
the extra reset controls in the watchdog timer environment of Czajkowski and Hosaka. 

This would have been obvious because Hosaka discloses a desire to maintain a system 
executing in a normal state (Hosaka, col. 3, lines 25-27), Davis also discloses a desire to 
maintain execution in the normal state through the use of timers (Davis, col. 4, lines 40-45). 
Davis provides the additional improvement of providing a system that maintains critical data 

■ 

across reset boundaries to improve upon the time required to restore operation (Davis, col, 3, 
lines 5-18). This improved restoration time would obviously have ftirthered Hosaka's desire to 
reduce the amount of time the system spent in abnormal fiinctional states. The combination of 
Czajkowski, Hosaka and Davis still fails to disclose that the core circuit is hardened. 

4 

Baylocq discloses hardening a watchdog circuit and CPU (Baylocq, col. 3, lines 40-42). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use the 
hardening of Baylocq on the watchdog circuit of Czajkowski, Hosaka and Davis. 

This would have been obvious because Hosaka discloses a desire to allow the watchdog 
circuit to fimction in an environment that is susceptible to strong charges and noise (Hosaka, col. 
5, lines 1-5), and Baylocq discloses that the hardening will allow the fiinctioning of a system in 
environments of strong charges (Baylocq, col. 2, lines 10-15). It would have been obvious at the 
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time to shield the invention of Czajkowski, Hosaka and Davis using the hardening of Baylocq to 
further these goals. 

As per claim 7, Czajkowski, Hosaka, Davis, and Baylocq disclose the system of claim 6 
further comprising a third instruction sent by the fault tolerant software routine to the . 
microprocessor, the third instruction stored in a third memory device in communication with the 
microprocessor (Czajkowski, ^15-1[16). 

As per claim 8, Czajkowski, Hosaka, Davis, and Baylocq disclose the system of claim 7 
wherein the software instruction directs the comparator to compare the first, second, and third 
instruction (Czajkowski, ^15-^16). 

As per claim 9, Czajkowski, Hosaka, Davis, and Baylocq disclose the system of claim 8 
wherein a match of the any of the first, second, and third instructions is accepted by the 
microprocessor (Czajkowski, Ifl 5-^116). 

As per claim 10, Czajkowski, Hosaka, Davis, and Baylocq disclose the system of claim 6 
wherein the microprocessor comprises a VLIW microprocessor (Czajkowski, 1|14). 

As per claim 1 1, Czajkowski discloses a software and hardware computer system with 
improved fault tolerance from microprocessor data errors and functional interrupts, comprising: a 
very long instruction word microprocessor; an array of memory, volatile or non-volatile, 
connected to said microprocessor; a fault tolerant software routine comprising a first instruction 
and a second instruction, each inserted into two spatially separate functional computational units 
in the VLIW microprocessor at two different clock cycles and stored in a memory device in 
communication with the microprocessor, the first and second instructions being identical; a 
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software instniction to compare the first and second instruction in the memory device in 
communication with a VLIW microprocessor compare or branch units, and configured to 
perform an action if the first and second instruction match, the fault tolerant software routine 
comprising a third inserted into a third spatially separate fiinctional computational units in the 
VLIW microprocessor at a third different clock cycles and stored in a third memory device in 
communication with the microprocessor, the first, second, and third instructions being identical; 
the software instruction to compare the first, second, and third instructions in the memory 
devices in communication with a VLIW microprocessor compare or branch units, and configured 
to perform an action if any of the first, second and third instructions match (Czajkowski, ^[6). 
Czajkowski fails to disclose a hardened core circuit, timer controls, and associated reset 
operations. 

Hosaka discloses a microprocessor (Hosaka, col. 2, line 41); an array of memory, volatile 
or non-volatile, connected to said microprocessor (Hosaka, col. 2, lines 41-43); a core circuit 
connected to said microprocessor (Hosaka, col. 2, lines 40-45, where the watchdog timer is the 
core circuit), in a manner allowing for connection to the data bus and address bus signals 
(Hosaka, col. 2, lines 41-43, where the bus is well known to include address and data bus 
information, col. 2, lines 29-30), and interrupt control, reset control, interrupt output, and power 
cycle output signal (Hosaka, col. 4, Unes 54-61). Hosaka fijrther discloses a microprocessor 
software routine configured to send a predetermined timer signal from the microprocessor to the 
said hardened core circuit on a predetermined time period (Hosaka, col. 2, lines 55-58)- and the 
core circuit configured to read predetermined timer signal from said microprocessor on 
predetermined time period and activate said microprocessor's interrupt and reset control input 
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signals if timer signal is not received within predetermined time period to provide for removal of 
said microprocessor from functionally interrupted state (Hosaka, col, 3, lines 14-30 and col. 2, 
lines 55-58, where the fianctionally interrupted state is the abnormal status). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
include the watchdog timer of Hosaka in the invention of Czajkowski. 

This would have been obvious because Czajkowski discloses a desire to have an 
embodiment featuring a watchdog circuit without providing full details of its operation 
(Czajkowski, ^119). Hosaka provides these operational details to fill the obvious need of 
Czajkowski (Hosaka, col. 1, lines 51-55). Czajkowski and Hosaka fail to disclose the core circuit 
being hardened. Hosaka and Czajkowski further fail to disclose a microprocessor software 
routine configured to restart the appUcation software. 

Davis discloses a microprocessor software routine located at said microprocessor's 
interrupt or reset vector addresses, configured to restart the microprocessor's application software 
(Davis, col. 4, lines 14-25). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to include 
the extra reset controls in the watchdog timer environment of Czajkowski and Hosaka. 

This would have been obvious because Hosaka discloses a desire to maintain a system 
executing in a normal state (Hosaka, col. 3, lines 25-27). Davis also discloses a desire to 
maintain execution in the normal state through the use of timers (Davis, col. 4, lines 40-45). 
Davis provides the additional improvement of providing a system that maintains critical data 
across reset boundaries to improve upon the time required to restore operation (Davis, col. 3, 
lines 5-18). This improved restoration time would obviously have furthered Hosaka's desire to 
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reduce the amount of time the system spent in abnormal functional states. The combination of 
Czajkowski, Hosaka and Davis still fails to disclose that the core circuit is hardened. 

Baylocq discloses hardening a watchdog circuit and CPU (Baylocq, col. 3, lines 40-42). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use the 
hardening of Baylocq on the watchdog circuit of Czajkowski, Hosaka and Davis. 

This would have been obvious because Hosaka discloses a desire to allow the watchdog 
circuit to function in an environment that is susceptible to strong charges and noise (Hosaka, col. 
5, lines 1-5), and Baylocq discloses that the hardening will allow the functioning of a system in 
environments of strong charges (Baylocq, col. 2, lines 10-15). It would have been obvious at the 
time to shield the invention of Czajkowski, Hosaka and Davis using the hardening of Baylocq to 
further these goals. 
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Conclusion 


The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure is provided^on form PTO-892. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joshua A. Lohn whose telephone number is (571) 272-3661 . The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-4, 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Scott Baderman can be reached on (571) 272-3644. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for pubUshed appUcations 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or PubUc PAIR. Status information for unpublished 

« 

applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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